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ViA OVERNIGHT DELIVERY AND E-MAIL

Jeff 8. Jordin, Supervisory Attorney

Federal Eléction. Commission

Office of General Counsel

Complaint Examination & Legal Administration
999 E Street, NW

Washington, DC 20463

Re; MUR 6616 - Submission of an Amended Declaration by Mr. John R. Crouch and
an Amended Response of Friends of Tilley, LLC ‘in Light of Inadvertent
Oversight

Dear Mr. Jordan:

This letter issues on behalf of Friends of Tilley, LLC (“FOT") with:respect to MUR 6616
— the Complaint submitted to the Federal Election Commission (“FEC” or the.“Commission™)-on
July 23, 2012 by Ms. Elizabeth S. Frericks.

_ As you are well aware, FOT filed a formal. Response in this matter on Friday, September
14,2012 in conjunction with & signed declaration stajéiment:frorh Mr.. John R. Crouch, Treasurer
of FOT. In the language of both that Response and sworn declaration, FOT arid- Mr. Crouch
asserted that. the committee-had never made any “difect:contributions t6” federal candidates —a
statement that both FOT and its Treasurer wholly believed. to be irue at the time of theu'
submissions. Subsequent to filing with the: Commissinn, howevetr, it has come fo the:attention of
both FOT and Mr. Crouch. that the: committee. did indeed make. one in-kind contribution of
$232.25 to a fedcral candidate (Stcelman for U.S, Senate) on April 18, 2012, This de minimis in-
kind contribution, which represents the cost of food and béverage items provided for a Steelman
campaign event, was wholly permissible under 11 C.F.R. §§110.1 and 102.5(b)- and was

disclosed to the Missouri Ethics Commission in the appropriate manner: The existence of this-

contribution was inadvertently missed, however; for the’ ‘purposes of the Respouse in this matter.

In light of this minor oversight; FOT and Mr., Crauch wish 1n-amend théir recent
submissions to the FEC and self-correct any. inadveértent errors made in the Résponse .and
declaration statement conicerning FOT’s. contributions to-federal carididate committees. As such
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we do hereby submit to the Commission an Amended Response on behalf of FOT and .an
Amended Declaration statement on behalf of Mr. Crouch, which are attached hereto for the
FEC’s referénce. The miinor substantive:changes contained in each -of these docurnents. solely
relate to correcting the inadvertent factual eiror discussed. above: No other significant
amendments have been inade.

Thank you in advance for your time and consideration’ of these amended submissions.
Should the Commission have any questions régarding these revised documents or the underlying
oversight that prompted the present self-correctlve actions, pléase. do not hésitaté to contact me
via phone or e-mail.

Very truly yours;

o

Sietan:C., Passant

A
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Before the o IR B
FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 217 652 o+ -

In the matter of: '
MUR No. 6616
Friénds of Tilley, LLC; Missouri: Leadership
Committee; and Steelman for U.S. Senate, Inc,

AMENDED RESPONSE OF FRIENDS OF TILLEY, LLC -

The following response (“Response”) is submitted on behalf of Friends of '-I‘illéy., LLC
(“FOT™) with respect to the complaint (MUR No. 6616; the: “Complaint™) filed with the Federal -
Election Commission (“FEC” or the “Commission™) on July 23, 2012 by Ms. Elizabeth S.
Frericks. As discussed in greater detail within this Response, the Complaint authored by Ms.
Frericks against FOT has no basis in either law or fact. Rather, it amounts'to nothing niore than
a collection of' baseless accusations against FOT and the other named parties in this matter thatis
designed to harm their political reputations.and hamper their public policy goals. Based wholly
on circumstantial and inconclusive data gathered from state campaign finance disclosure reports,
haphazard internet research, and umsubstantiated political blogs, the Complaint audaciously
asserts thal FOT has engaged in behavior that warrants immedidte investigation by the
Commissien and evidences & “general disregard” for the Federal Election Camjppaign Act of 1971
(the “Act”™). Nothing could be further from the truth.

Upon review of the information contained in this Response, it should be readily apparent
to the Commission that the factual inferences made by Ms. Frericks.against FOT are erroneous,
that no .federal campaign finance violations have occurred, and that no further inquiry or

investigation is required by the¢ FEC. Furthermore, upon consideration of the so-called évidence
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presented by the Complainant in this matter, it should be readily-apparent to the Commission that:
there is no reasonable basis upon which to sustain the Complaint against FOT or any of the other
named parties. In turn, FOT does hereby request that the Commission refrain. from any further
investigation ‘of the claims articulated by the Complainant and summarily dismiss the instant
Complaint. Moreover, because the allegations contained in the: Complidint are so patenfly
meritless on their face, FOT also respectfully requests that the FEC' issue an Order obligating
Ms. Frericks to reimburse Respondent those attorneys’ fees it has "in'cu_rred in conjunation with
the-preparation of the present Response.
L Iptmﬂu‘cti__qn

The contents of the present Complaint ag@inst FOT allege that it violated the Act and its
associated regulations by coordinating with Steelman for U.S. Senate, Inc." to:channél or direct a
donation from the Missouri Leadership Committee’ (*MLC”) to a federal independent-
expenditure only political committee (Super PAC) in order to heip_ Steelman for Senate gain
improper direction or control over non-federal funds in violation of 11 C.F.R. § 300.61.
(Complaint, p. 2-3). In support of these claims, Complainart sets forth a number of “_fa'cts-”
regarding the activities of FOT, MLC, and Steelman for Senate between 2010 and 2012 that-she
¢laims provide support for the accusations made. None of these facts, hewever, establish a
reasonable basis upon which to believe a federal campaign finance vinlation has occurred. In
fact, as is demonstrated fully below, each of the facts provided by Complainant is completely

innocuous, and each of the claims advanced by- Complainant against FOT is fundamentally false.

' Steelman for U.S. Senate, Inc. (“*Steelman for Senate”) is the principal federal campaign committee. of former U.S.
Senete candidate and ciarent Missouri Secretary of State Sarah Steelman. Steelman.for Senate is registered with the
Commission-under FEC ID C00491530. '

2 The Missouri Leadership Committee-(“MLC") is a non-federal political-action committee based in Farmington,

Missouri that has as its principal purpose the support and election of state and local candidates across the: State of
Missouri. MLC is registered with the Missouri Ethics: Cammission (“MEC”) untier MEC ID No. COf141.
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At no time since the establishment of FOT has it or any of its agerits directly or indirectly
coordinated with MLC, Ste¢lman for Senate, or any other political candidates or commiftees in
order to facilitate the making of improper non-federal contributions or expenditures designed to

influence federal elections. In fact, throughout its existence, FOT has taken all relevant and

necessary precautions to ensure that it remains in full compliance with applicable campaign

finance laws and disclosure requirements. (See Declaration efi]q'hn; R. Crouch, Y2, artached
hereto as EXHIBIT #1). As such, any assertion that FOT has -sor‘;fle'how violated the Act by
improperly aiding Steclman for Senate is altogether ina¢curdte. Cansequently, there is no
foundatian upon which to initiate an investigation of FOT or its activities, nor is there any reason
to conclude that the Act, its implementing regulations, or anhy othier laws have been violated.

1I. Argumcnt :

: Coordinate With. Ehe: :Missouri Li¢adershi
the.StecTnidn, for Senate Campaign in An;

A.  Friends of Tilley, LLC Did:
_Commiittee or Independentiy
Manner. That Allowed It To
Campaign Funds,

The sole allegation lodged against FOT in the present Complaint contends that it
somehow participated in or assisted in the orchestration of an dlabbrate coordination scheme that
permitted the Steelman for Senate campaign to. exercise improper contiol over non-federal fiinds
in violation of 11 C.F.R. § 300.61. The specifies c;'f this partiouiar elaim are relatively difficnit to

discern from the lnnguage of the Complaint, but. it appears that the. Complainant believes a

“financial relationship” existed between FOT and MLC: that allowed Missouri House Speaker’

Steven Tilley and FOT to exercise “direction or control” over MLC and to coordinate its $25,000
contribution to NONPAC for the benefit of Steelman for Sénate. (Complaint, p. 2). In support

of this contention, Complainant asserts that the “filings of Friends of Tilley and Missouri

Leadership with the Missouri Ethics Commission clearly show Steven Tilley’s direction or

3-

) Gain_Iimproper Cantrol .Over_'_.Non-Federal,:
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control of Missouri Leadership’s funds through a coordinated exchange of hundreds of thousands
of dollars between these two groups.” (Id. at.p. 3). Furthermore, Ms. Frericks claims that the
“orchestrated coordination of contributions and ‘réturned’ contributions between the. Missouri
committees, along with this arrangement being widely reported as fact in Missouri, cleatly shows
Steve Tilley’s ability to control or direct the finds of both groups.” .(Id.). Based upon these.
assumptions, it is Complainant’s content’i‘on'-_that.FO-T" violated 11 C.F.R. § 300.61 by lielping the
Steélman for Senatc campaign exeicise improper control over non-federal funds through either
direct coordination with the campaign or indirect cootdination via. an intermediary sucti as MI.C
or Speaker Tilley.

Such an assertion by Complainant is wholly erroneous. In fact, this claim of wrongdoing
is both patently false and unsupported by any legal or evidentiary foundation. The contents of
this Response will not only confirm this fact, but also reveal that FOT has nevei- directly
coordinated with Steelman for Senate so as to allow the c_amp,aigq to gain improper control over
non-federal funds.® Likewise, the information provided herein will also substaritiate the fact that
FOT has never indirectly coordinated with Steelman for Senate via an intermediary such as MLC
or Speaker Tilley so as to: permit the campaign to gain improper contrel over non-federal funds.*
Prior to confirming these points, however, it is important to set forth the legal porameters
associated with the present ailegation.

From a legal perspeetive, it is clear that the Aot and its associated regulations prohibit

federal candidates, federal officeholders, ‘agénts' acting on behalf of federal candidates or

3 See EXHIBIT #1 for additional confirmation of the fact:that FOT engaged in no-coordination with Steelman for
Senate-or any agent or intermediary of Steelman for Senate with regard to the making of any contribiitioris to
NONPAC or the making of any independent expenditures by NONPAC.

‘1d
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officeholders, and entities that are directly or indirectly established, finance, maintained,
controlled by, or acting on behalf of federal candidates or officeholders. from: exercising. control
over funds that are not subject to t-he limitations, prohibitions and réperting requifements of the
Act (“non-federal funds™). See 11 C.F.R. §§ 300.60 & 300.61; 2 U.S.C. §§ 441i(e)(1) &

441i(e)}(1)(A). Specifically, none of the individuals or entities described above “shall solicit,

teceive, direct, transfer, spend, or disburse funds in connection with .an election for: Federal

-office, including funds for any Federal election activity ... unless the amounts consist of Federal

funds that are subject to the limitations, prohibitions, and repotting requiretnents of the Act.” 11
C.F.R. § 300.61; 2 U.S.C. § 441i(e)(1)(A). To put it simply, no federal candidate may receive ar
utilize no‘n-federal funds in connection with his or her campaign, and no individual or entity
acting on behalf of a federal. candidate. may direct or disburse non-federal funds in connection
with an election for federal office.

The -application of these ‘provisions is fairly straightforward in the context of federal
candidates and their principal campaign committees — federal candidates and campaign
committees cannot receive, spend or disburse non-federal funds in connection with federal
elections. Outside of the candidate and campaign committee context, however, the-application of
11 C.F.R. § 300.61 and 2: U.S.C. § 441li(e)(1)(A) is somewhat more complicdted. Afthough t is
readily apparent that these provisions prohibit outside individuals and entities from - directly
soliciting non-federal funds on behalf of, or transferring non-.fe;dera-l funds to, federal candidates
and eampaign committees, the application of the above pravisions to third. parties that take
indirect actions associated with. federal clections requires close analysis. When determining
whether a third-party is in compliance with 11 C.F.R. §300.61 and 2 U.S.C. § 441i(e)(1)(A) in

an indirection-action setting, one must principally assess whether the individual or.entity at issue
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is acting as a direct agent of or on behalf of a federal candidate or campaign committee. If an

violation of the stated regulations..

In order to be a direct “agent” of a c¢andidate or candidate comimittee, an individual or
entity must ‘have actual authorization, gither. express or implied, fiom a specific principal to
engage in specific activities, and then engage in those activities on behalf of that principal. S;e
t1 C.F.R. § 109.3(a) & (k). As such, a third-party individual or entity indirectly utilizing non-
federal funds for a federal election must be acting under the actual authorization of a federal
candidate or campaign committee in order to run afoul of 11 C.F.R. §§ 300.60 & 300.61 as an
agent. Qualifying as an individual or entity acting on behalf of a federal candidate or campaign
committee requires no such actual authorization, however. In.fact, from a practical perspective,
reaching a determination on whether an individual or entity is acting on behalf of a federal
candidate or campaign committee when soliciting, difecting, controlling of -transferi'ing'_,l non-
federal funds essentially boils down to assessing ‘whether the -action taken was “coordinated”
with a federal candidate or campaign committee,

In general, an action is coordinated in the campaign finance context if it is made in
cooperation, censultation or concert with, or at the request or suggestion of, a .candidate, a
candidate’s authorized committee, or their agents. See 11 CF.R. § 109.21. Determining
whether an action fits this definition is a fact-specific inquiry focusing on the nature of the
conduct undertaken by the third-party and the degree to which such conduct was directed by a
federal candidate or campaign committe¢. Wheri examining the conduct and its telationship to a

federal candidate or campaign committee, it is appropriate to consider the following factors: (1)
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whether the c¢onduct was planned or implemented at the reguest or suggestion of a federal

candidate, candidate committee, or their agents; (2) whether .a. federal candidate, candidate

committee, or agent of either was materially involved. in decisions related to the planning or

implementation of the third-party conduct; (3) whether the conduct was planned or implemented.

after one or more substantial discussions about the conduct between the third-party or its
employées or agenté and a federal candidate, candidate’s committee, or their agents; (4) whether
the conduct was planned or implemented with the assistanue of or through an additional third
party that is currently ooardinating with a federal candidate, candidate’ committee, or their
agents; and (5) whether the conduct is planned ot implemented with material dssistance from an
employee of the third-party who -\.)vas previously employed by the federal candidate or candidate
committee. benefitting from the conduet.® If particular conduct by a third-party affirmatively
meets any of the above standards, then the action can be categorized as coordinated. In‘instances
where that is not the case, there is no coordination, and in turn, no contravention of federal law.
Although it is not explicitly stated in the Complaint, it appears to be Complainant’s

contention that FOT violated 11 C.F.R. § 300.61 by coordinating a mo‘netéry contribution to

NONPAC, a federally-registered Super PAC, at the beliest of Steelman for Senate and/or

Speaker Tilley (in his capacity as Chair of the Steelman campaign). To this end, Cormplairiant
appears to theorize that FOT worked in conjunction with MLC, Speaker Tilley and the Stealman
for Senate campaign to orchestrate a scheme whereby FOT funded MLC end directed it.. to make
contributions to NONPAC for the express purpose of producing iridependent expenditure
advertisements supporting Secretary of State Steelman’s federal candidacy. The Complaint,

however, offers zero credible evidence in support of either this general theory or any of the

3 Seell.C.F.R. § 109.21(d).
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specific coordination allegations lodged against FOT. In fact, what. has been presented to. the
Commission as “evidence” of improper coordination aitiounts to littlé more than. a collection of
unfounded conclusions derived from a set of innocuous facts.

For example, in the opening section of the Complaint, several pieces of data are
highlighted. as the key facts “giving rise t0” the allegations against the hamed parties.
(Complaint, p. 1). These particular informational items include the following: (1) the fact that
Secretary of State Steelman chose Speaker Tilley to serve as the Campaign Chair of hér US.
Senate. cnmpaigri; (2) the fact that FOT and MLC made a series of campaign contribufions to ene:
another in 2010 and 2012; ¢3) the fact that MLC made a $25,000 contribution to NONPAC on
Mady 31, 2012; and (4) the fact that media repotts indicated that, NbNP.-‘AC planiiéd on making
independent expenditiires concerning various U.S. Sénate candidates ieadiﬂg up to the Missouri
Republican primary on August 7, 2012. (Id. at p. 1-2). On their own, each of these particular

facts is accurate.® None of them, however, supgoits the wild conjecture.:included .in_the.

Complaint. Despite the arguments put forth by the Complainant, Speaker Tilley’s role as Chair

of the Steelman for Senate campaign does not provide evidence that either he or FOT <vas
orche;trating an elaborate sc_heme to fund ccoordinated Super PAC advertisements with non-
federal funds. Likewise, a history of legal campaign contributions by and ‘between FOT and
MLC does not substantiate claims that there was an improper “financial relatianship” between
the two entities or that Speakef Tillinan and/or FOT somehnw centrolled the activities of MLC.

Similarly, campaign finance reports disclosing MLC's $25,000 contribution to NONPAC in mo

¢ Each of these facts is correct on its face, but the characterization and use of these pieces of data in the present
Complaint is wholly inaccurate. As such, the attached Declaration of Mr. John R. Crouch, Treasurer of FOT, has
been provided as an exhibit for the Commission’s reference. The information contained within this:decldaration
should ‘provide additional detail to the FEC as it considers the: instant matter, and likewise -clarify that:Complainant’s
factual extrapolations are wholly inaccurate.

-8
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way corroboraté baseléss claims that the contribution was somehow ditregted or controlled by
FOT and/or Speaker Tilley and coordinated with Steelman for Senate. To put it simply, there is
a fundamental disconnect between ‘the overarching theory presented in the Complaint and the
facts -pur"poned to back up that theory. |

The reason for this disconnect is simple — there is absolutély ne truth to the claim that
FOT violated the Act or its associated regulations by helping the Steelinan for Senate campaign
gain improper control over-mon-federal eumpaign funds through any form of ooordination with
MLC, NONPAC, orStechnan for Senate. In order for FOT to run afoul of 11 C.F.R. § 300.61, it
would have had to directly solicit or transfer non-federal funds to a federal oandidate or
campaign committee, or in the alternative, indiréctly solicit, direct, transfer, spend, or disburse
non-federal funds in connection with a federal election as an agent 6f, or on behalf of, a federal

candidate or campaign committee. FOT’s conduct with regard to the present matter meets none

of. these. standards, and ds such, there is .no basis to entertain ‘e validity -of Complainant’s
present allegation. As is articulated further below, there: has neither been direct action by FOT
that would provide the Steelman for Senate campaign ‘with improper: eqntrol, over non-federal
funds, nor any other effort by FOT to coordinate with MLC, NONPAC, or: Steelman. for Senate
in order to provide the Steelman campaign with indireot control over non-féderal funds:

In support of these points, it is first and foremost readily apparent that FOT has never
directly salicited non-federal funds for ofr impropérly transferred non-federal funds to a federal
candidate or campaign committee. FOT is solely a non-federal candidate committee that has as
its primary purpose neither the acceptance of contributions for the benefit of federal candidates,

nor the making of direct contributions to or ditect expenditutes on: behalf of federal candidates.”

"InFOT’s original Response, filed with the Commission on Septenibet 14, 2012, thé Jungunge in this section of the
document asserted that FOT had never made any “direct contributions to” federal candidates. Subsequent to

=9--




13044333462

(EXHIBIT #1, 1]4). In turn, FOT has never directly raised funds for or made improper direct
monetary contributions to Steelman for Senaté. This fact is corroborated not only by FOTs state
campaign finance disclosures with the .MEC, but also by the Complaint’s tofal lack of evidence
to the contrary. As such, there is absolutely no basis upon which to assert that FOT has violated
11 C.F.R. § 300.61 by raising non-federal funds for. or improperly donating non-federal funds to
any federal candidate or campaign committee.

The emptiness of Complainant’s assertions regarding FOT are also confirmed by the fact
that FOT has neven ind-irectly solicited, directed, t:ansférred; spent or disbursed non-federal
funds in connection with a federal electioﬁ while acting as an agent of a federsl cendidate or
campaign committee. Despite: the allegations set forth in the Complaint, FOT has never engaged
in any of the aforemeritioned activities involving nen-federal funds: while acting under the.
express or implied authorization. of a federal candidate or campaign committee. It is an
undisputed fact that MLC made a monetary contribution of $25,000 to NONPAC, a Super PAC
repistered with the FEC and -capable of making independent expenditure- communications in
connection with federal elections. In no way, however, was the funding for this: particular
domation. provided to: MLC by FOT and/or Speaker Tilley. (EXHIBIT #1, §5-10). Likewise, m
no way did FOT eoordinate or direct ihis contribution by MLC as an agent of Secretary of State
Steelman, Steelman for Senate, or any other federal candidate or campaign commiitee. (Id. at
910-11). Nar did FOT direct MLC to éarmark or channel its $25,000 contribution to NONPAC

for a specific purpose or use. (Id.). As such, FOT could not and did not act as an agerit :of

submitting this Response, however, it.came to the attention of FOT and its Treasurcr-that the comniittee-did.indced
make one in-Kind contribution of $253.25 to a federal candidate committee:(Steelman for: ‘Senate).om April i8, 2a12.
This: pamcular in-kind contribution,. which reépresents the costs of food and bieverige items provided for a Steelran
campaign event, was wholly permissible under11 C.F.R. §§110:1 and 102. 5(b)-and-was disclosed to the MEC in the
appropriate manner. In addition, given the de minimis amount of funds.expended by FOT in conjunction with ihis
in-kind contribution and the fact that FOT’s major purpose.is.not:the.support-of:federal.candidates; there is.no

‘obligation for FOT to regisier as a federal pokitical committec as set forth-in 11 C;F.R. §100.5().

-10-
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Secretary of State Steelman, Steelman for Senate, or any other federal candidate or-campaign .
commiittee in facilitating the making of specific independent expenditures by NONPAC. (Id. at

412). In light of the.above facts, there is absolutely no basis upon ‘which to assert tliat FOT has

violated 11 CF.R. § 300.:61 by working as an agent of a federal candidate er campaign

commiittee to help' such an individual or entity exercise indirect control over non-federal funds in
connection with a federal election.

The overall hollowness of Complainant’s allegation against FOT is likewise confirmed
by the fact that FOT has never indirectly solicited, directed, transferred, spent or disbursed non-
federal funds in connection with a federal election while at;ting on behalf of a fedéral candidate
or campaign committee. Despite the accusations articulated in the Complaint, FOT has never
engaged in any of the aforementioned activities involving non-federal funds while coordinating
such conduct with a federal candidate, fedéral campaign comniittee, or any agents thereof. For
example, in no way was the funding for MEC’s $25,000 donation to NONPAC coordinated by
FOT and/or Speaker Tilley. (EXHIBIT #1, §5-10): Similarly, in nio way was MLC’s $25,000
contribution to NONPAC made in cooperation, consultation 6r concert with, or at the request or
suggestion of, either FOT :or Speaker Tilley acting on behalf of Secretary of State Steelman or
Steelman for Senate. (EXHIBIT #1, §10-11). In aldci:i!’tioa, in no way did FOT or Speaker Tilley
direct MLC to facilitate the making of specific independént expenditures by NONPAC throngh
any form of earmarking or channeling of its $25,000 contribution for a particular use. (Id.). As
such, it cannot be said that FOT acted on behalf of Secretary of State :Stcelman; Steeliman for
Senate, or any agents or intermediaries thercof by seeking to coordinate NONPAC’s independent
Iexp'en'diture communications. (Id. at 112). In light of the above facts, there is abéolutel_y no

basis upon which to assert that FOT has violated 11 C.F.R. § 300.61 by working on ‘behalf of or
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coordinating with a federal candidate or campaign committee.to help such an individual or entity
exercise indirect control over non-federal funds in connection wit‘hz_a federal election,

In sum, the present Complaint fails to present any reasonable evidence to. support the
allegation that FOT aided Secretary of Stafe Sicelman or Steelman for Serate in the improper

exercise of control over non-federal funds in connection with a federal election. . Specifically,

tiereis:absolutely no credible evidence to suggest.that FOT: worked as it apeni;of; orengapedin

its-dgents or:intérmediaries to-diréet;

Likewise, ibert is no cvidentiary-basis 1 conclide-that either FOT .or MLE (at the direction.of

-of Stite: Steelimaii; Steelinan for

way: served. as- intermediaries: betwéen -Sécrétary”

Senate, or any of its agents and NONPAC. with regard to NONPAC’s devélopment of

independent expenditure communications. As a result, there is absolutely no reason for the

Commission to lend any credence to the presenit allegation raised against Respondent - it is
nothing more than wild conjecture on the part of the: Comptainant and should be summarily
dismissed.

1II. Conclusion

As the information contained ‘within. this Response: clearly sets forth, FOT has done

nothing to run afoul of the legal requirements of the Act and its associated regulations. Rather, it

is quite apparent that the Respondent has taken great pains to ensure that it is in full compliance
with relevant campaign finance laws at both the state and. federal level. (EXHIBIT #1, 12).
Despite this fact, however, Compldinant has used the present Complaint to make unsubstantiated
allegations against FOT and to tarnish the political reputation of Spqakef Tilley, his -non-fe‘éieral

candidate committee, and each of the other named parties in the matter. As a result of 'fhese
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actions, the Commission should summarily dismiss the present Complaint against FOT and find

that there is no reason to believe that Respondent has violated any of the statutery or regulatory

provisions identified by the Complainant. In addition, given that the allegations ¢contained within

the present Complaint-amount to nothing more than baseless conjecture, FOT hereby respectfully
requests that the Commission issue an Order obligating tlie Complainant to reimburse FOT for

the attorneys’ fees it has incurred in developing the present Resporise.
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